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Dakota has a statement to make that 
is not related to our bill. I think it is 
in order, if he wishes to do so, while we 
wait to see if Senators wish to bring 
amendments to discuss tonight. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, as Chair-
man of the Budget Committee, I regu-
larly comment on Appropriations bills 
that are brought to this Senate for 
consideration and present the financial 
comparisons and budgetary data. 
Today I am reporting on compliance 
with the Budget Act in the case of the 
pending measure, H.R. 5631, the Depart-
ment of Defense Appropriations Act for 
fiscal year 2007. 

As reported by the Senate Committee 
on Appropriations, H.R. 5631 provides 
$456.805 billion in budget authority and 
$496.082 billion in outlays in fiscal year 
2007 for the Department of Defense and 
related agencies. Of these totals, $251 
million in budget authority and $251 
million in outlays are for mandatory 
programs in fiscal year 2007. I will note 
here that this bill is in compliance 
with the 2007 302(b) allocations, but 
there are other budgetary matters wor-
thy of Senators’ attention. 

The bill provides discretionary budg-
et authority in fiscal year 2007 of 
$414.500 billion for DOD’s regular appro-
priation. But it also includes $50.0 bil-
lion for projected contingency oper-
ations overseas. Of that, $42.054 billion 
is designated as an emergency. The 
rest—$7.946 billion—is funds remaining 
in Defense’s fiscal year 2006 allocation. 
We should be very clear on this point: 
putting those funds in the Defense Ap-
propriations bill has the effect of re-
versing the across-the-board cut Con-
gress passed at the end of last year. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that a table displaying the Budget 
Committee estimate of the bill be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

H.R. 5631, 2007 DEFENSE APPROPRIATIONS SPENDING 
COMPARISONS—SENATE-REPORTED BILL 

[Fiscal Year 2007, $ millions] 

General 
purpose Mandatory Total 

Senate-reported bill: 
Budget authority ........................ 414,500 251 414,751 
Outlays ....................................... 434,955 251 435,206 

Senate 302(b) allocation: 
Budget authority ........................ 414,500 251 414,751 
Outlays ....................................... * * * 

2006 Enacted: 
Budget authority ........................ 393,759 245 394,004 
Outlays ....................................... 406,276 245 406,521 

President’s request: 
Budget authority ........................ 423,554 251 423,805 
Outlays ....................................... 424,302 251 424,553 

House-passed bill: 1 
Budget authority ........................ 377,357 251 377,608 
Outlays ....................................... 393,550 251 393,801 

Senate reported bill compared to: 
Senate 302(b) allocation: 

Budget authority ........................ 0 0 0 
Outlays ....................................... na na na 

2006 Enacted: 
Budget authority ........................ 20,741 6 20,747 
Outlays ....................................... 28,679 6 28,685 

President’s request:.
Budget authority ........................ ¥9,054 0 ¥9,054 
Outlays ....................................... 10,653 0 10,653 

House-passed bill: 
Budget authority ........................ 37,143 0 37,143 
Outlays ....................................... 41,405 0 41,405 

1 House and Senate bills having different jurisdictions. 
* There is no outlay allocation in the Senate for 2007 appropriations bills. 
Note: Details may not add to totals due to rounding. Totals adjusted for 

consistency with scorekeeping conventions. 

MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there now be a 
period for the transaction of morning 
business, with Senators permitted to 
speak therein subject to some time 
limit agreed to by the leadership. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The Senator from South Dakota. 
Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, my un-

derstanding is that we are in morning 
business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is 
correct. 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to speak for up to 
15 minutes in morning business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

ISSUES RELATING TO SOUTH 
DAKOTA 

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to address some issues that are 
pending before the Senate, and I also 
want to acknowledge what I hope will 
be action we will take somewhere down 
the road regarding a situation in South 
Dakota that we are experiencing this 
year. 

We are experiencing what is, I would 
say, probably a 100-year drought. We 
are having extraordinarily high tem-
peratures. We haven’t had rain. In fact, 
the rain accumulations this year in 
South Dakota are less than the rain in 
many years throughout the Great De-
pression back in the 1930s, and it is 
having a devastating impact on our 
economy and the farmers and ranchers 
in South Dakota on which our econ-
omy relies. 

In fact, if one looks at the small 
grain crop, the wheat crop in South 
Dakota was a complete bust, a 100-per-
cent loss in many areas of South Da-
kota. 

The row crops, corn and soybeans, 
are extremely stressed. Much of that 
crop will be lost this year as well. Cat-
tle producers are selling their herds, 
liquidating their herds, creating all 
kinds of economic issues for my State 
of South Dakota. 

What I hope is that as time goes on, 
we will have an opportunity to address 
in some fashion that crisis in South 
Dakota in the form of an emergency 
disaster relief package. 

There is some money attached, cur-
rently, to the agriculture appropria-
tions bill that passed at the committee 
level of the Senate—it hasn’t seen floor 
action—about $3.9 billion that would 
apply to 2005. Obviously, 2006 is much 
worse in many parts of the country and 
for sure in my State of South Dakota. 
So I am hopeful we will be able to 
amend that or perhaps move on to 
some other legislation. I am looking at 
introducing a piece of freestanding leg-
islation, too, that would address this 
situation for 2006. 

My point is this is something which 
is a dire emergency in my State of 

South Dakota. It literally is burning 
up out there. We have had tempera-
tures that have shattered State 
records, in the high hundreds—115, 
118—temperatures like that for days 
and days at a time without any rain. In 
fact, in many cases, there was very lit-
tle rain going back all the way to the 
very first of this year. It is a historic 
event. As I said, it is probably up to a 
100-year type event in terms of the ac-
tual weather conditions we are experi-
encing in South Dakota. I hope we can 
draw attention to that issue and get 
the support of our colleagues here in 
the Senate to address it. 

I also wish to speak to an issue which 
has some bearing on that in a lot of 
ways—trying to keep people on the 
family farm, on the ranch, keeping 
these small businesses active, and al-
lowing the next generation to move in 
and assume those operations and con-
tinue to create jobs and keep the econ-
omy going in South Dakota. It is really 
important. 

Many pieces of legislation with which 
we will be dealing this week bear on 
this. One, the Energy bill has huge eco-
nomic consequences to farmers and 
ranchers and small businesses that 
have to get their products to the mar-
ketplace and rely heavily on transpor-
tation, that need the inputs to get the 
crop planted, and the fertilizer and ev-
erything with it—all those costs are 
going through the ceiling as a result of 
high energy costs. Increasing energy 
supplies is critical. 

The bill we just moved is important. 
I have another piece of renewable fuel 
legislation which I hope we will be able 
to get agreement on and be able to 
move across the Senate floor, too, this 
week and get some relief and move the 
country in the direction that is ex-
panding the use of renewable fuels and 
expanding the sources of energy and 
lessening our dependence on foreign 
sources of energy. 

We will also be voting on a pension 
bill this week, which is important, but 
the piece of legislation I want to speak 
to now is the tax bill which will come 
before the Senate later this week. 

There are several provisions in the 
bill. One on which I have been working 
for some time is to provide permanent 
death tax relief. If we want to keep 
farmers and ranchers on the farm, con-
tinuing to grow and contributing to 
our economy in this country, we need 
to do something to address what is a 
very real issue. If we do not take ac-
tion, in a few years here the death tax 
will rise back up to 55 percent, the top 
rate, and the exemption will drop back 
to $1 million. Anybody who knows agri-
culture knows that today, with land 
values being what they are and the 
capital costs associated with agri-
culture, we need to provide some addi-
tional relief. 

The death tax reform bill which is 
going to be considered and voted on in 
the Senate would raise that exemption 
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over a course of time to $5 million, in-
dexed for inflation, and then for any-
thing over that amount, over $5 mil-
lion, it would tax it at the capital 
gains rate, which is 15 percent, and 
then on amounts above $25 million it 
would go up to 30 percent. It would also 
unify the estate and gift tax to sim-
plify planning for people who are hav-
ing to address, for planning purposes, 
what happens when it comes time to 
deal with the issue of the next genera-
tion. 

I have always maintained that when 
someone dies, they should not have to 
see the undertaker and the IRS on the 
same visit. We need to do something 
that addresses this issue, that will 
bring some relief for hard-working 
farmers and ranchers across this coun-
try who are trying to provide a nest 
egg, something for the next generation 
to assume those operations and con-
tinue to be a part of the business that 
is an integral part of our economy in 
this country, not just in South Dakota 
but across the entire country. You 
have small businesses, farmers, and 
ranchers who are adversely impacted 
tremendously by the death tax. It is 
high time we did something about that. 

There are a lot of people who would 
argue, and I have heard this argued be-
fore by Democrats in the Senate, that 
this is something which just benefits 
the rich. The reality is, regarding the 
death tax today, the people who are ac-
tually opposing repealing or reforming 
the death tax are the superrich. The 
reason is the superrich are not the ones 
who are paying the taxes. They use ac-
countants and lawyers to figure out 
ways around paying the tax. It is those 
small farm and ranch operations, small 
businesses, that get stuck with the bill. 

There are a lot of reasons we need to 
permanently deal with this death tax 
issue, but one of the reasons is the 
death tax revenues that come into the 
Federal Government are not all that 
consequential in terms of the overall 
budget relative to what it costs to col-
lect and comply. Death tax revenues 
were $24.8 billion in 2005. They have 
averaged about 1.3 percent of Federal 
revenues annually over the past 10 
years. The other side will argue that 
requiring this tax isn’t too much to 
ask from the superwealthy. What they 
don’t consider is all the costs imposed 
on family farms or small businesses to 
avoid or reduce their tax burden. Basic 
estate planning documents can cost up 
to $50,000. Plans involving limited part-
nerships can cost up to $250,000. One 
study concluded that in New York, 
family-owned businesses can spend an 
average of $125,000 on estate planning. 

At the time of death, tax preparation 
fees can range from $5,000 to $50,000, ac-
cording to some estimates. Often, fam-
ily-owned farms and businesses right 
on the cusp of the death tax exemption 
will be required to fill out the IRS pa-
perwork to ensure they do not owe any-
thing. In 2004, there were 62,718 estate 
tax returns filed, but only 30,276 owed 
any taxes to the Federal Government. 

What that means is that 52 percent of 
the estates filing a return were re-
quired to hire a team of accountants, 
lawyers, and other professionals, only 
to file a few dozen papers with the IRS 
but pay no tax. What is the point? Ac-
cording to what one estimate indicates, 
the amount spent on avoiding the 
death tax could be approximately equal 
to the amount of revenue generated. 

This is not good policy. The cost of 
repealing the death tax raised the ire 
of the Wall Street Journal editorial 
page, and here is what they said: 

The Joint Committee on Taxation refuses 
to take any account of the potential econ-
omy-wide benefits of repeal: more invest-
ment in family businesses, more money 
spent on creating jobs than on buying life in-
surance to pay death taxes, and a higher sav-
ings rate. Many studies have found these 
positive effects could be large and would 
mean much smaller revenue losses from get-
ting rid of the tax. 

If you listen again to the rhetoric of 
those who are opposed to reforming the 
death tax, I think we have to be careful 
when we hear that rhetoric as they 
begin to describe the cost of this tax 
relief because their record really has 
not been very good of late. 

In 2003, we reduced the capital gains 
and dividend tax rate as part of the 
economic stimulus package. At that 
time, Democrats in the Senate argued 
it would add to the deficit and burden 
our budget. In fact, earlier today the 
Senator from North Dakota, Mr. CON-
RAD, was in the Chamber talking about 
how this would adversely impact the 
long-term budget outlook and how it 
would impact the deficit. But he said 
the same things back in 2003 when 
talking about capital gains and divi-
dend tax relief. He said these tax cuts 
will worsen the long-term budget out-
look, adding to the Nation’s projected 
chronic deficits. 

Three years later, we now see the 
other side of the aisle could not have 
been more wrong on this issue. The 
capital gains and dividend rate reduc-
tions have paid for themselves many 
times over in the form of increased 
Government revenue. May’s budget re-
port from the Treasury Department 
has tax receipts up by about $206 bil-
lion, which is a 13-percent increase for 
the first 9 months of fiscal year 2006. 
The year before—between 2004 and 
2005—there was a $274 billion increase, 
or 14.6 percent more in Federal reve-
nues for fiscal year 2005 than 2004. 

Again, let me emphasize, reducing 
capital gains and dividends tax rates 
generated more Government revenue to 
the Federal Treasury, not less. That 
sometimes seems counterintuitive to 
the Democrats, people on the other 
side. 

I would argue as well that some of 
the people who are doing these esti-
mates have, certainly in this case, been 
proven wrong. I think the same would 
be true with respect to reforming the 
death tax in the way that has been pro-
posed here and that we will have a 
chance to vote on later this week. But 
reducing capital gains and dividends 

taxes spurred economic growth, and it 
increased Government revenue—not de-
creased—increased Government rev-
enue by $275 billion between 2004 and 
2005, and already in the first 9 months 
of this year, $206 billion, which is a 13- 
percent increase over the previous 
year. 

Again, I would say that as it relates 
to the estimates that have been made 
in the past and the rhetoric and many 
of the prognostications that have come 
from the other side, it clearly has been 
a very different outcome, a very dif-
ferent result, a very different record 
when it comes to revenues coming into 
the Federal Government from reducing 
capital gains and dividends rates. 

Some on the other side are also argu-
ing that only the superrich pay the 
death tax and that Warren Buffett and 
the Gates family are the ones who are 
really going to benefit from this. War-
ren Buffett and the Gates family have 
both been vocal in their support of 
keeping the death tax. As I said earlier, 
the reason is they are not the ones pay-
ing it. They have armies of account-
ants and lawyers to figure out ways to 
get around it. Don’t let yourself think 
their estates will be subject to the tax. 
There are lots of folks who will make 
sure they never have to see the 55 per-
cent of the value of their estates being 
taxed. In fact, Warren Buffett and Bill 
Gates have both figured out ways to 
shelter their net worth in charitable 
foundations. That is obviously their 
right, and we appreciate and are grate-
ful for their generosity. But if the 
superrich support keeping the death 
tax but have figured out ways to avoid 
it, who actually is paying the tax? The 
smaller, family-owned farms and busi-
nesses are the ones that pay it because 
they didn’t spend the money preparing 
to avoid it. That is why agriculture 
and big industry support repealing this 
very onerous tax. 

If you look at the folks who are in 
favor of getting rid of this tax, it is not 
the superrich that the other side ar-
gues would benefit from repealing the 
tax or at least reforming it in the fash-
ion that has been proposed. It is the or-
ganizations that represent the small, 
family-owned businesses and farmers 
and ranchers in this country. The list 
of those who support repealing the Fed-
eral death tax includes the Farm Bu-
reau Federation, the National Cattle-
man’s Beef Association, National Pork 
Producers Council, the National Fed-
eration of Independent Business, Na-
tional Association of Home Builders, 
Large Equipment Distributors Associa-
tion, Beer Wholesalers Association, Na-
tional Tax Limitation Committee, Na-
tional Wholesalers and Distributors As-
sociation, National Taxpayers Union, 
Forest Landowners Association, Amer-
ican Family Business Institute, Na-
tional Grocers Association, U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce, National Association 
of Manufacturers, American Tool Man-
ufacturers Association. In my State, 
South Dakota, Petroleum and Propane 
Marketers Association, South Dakota 
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Association of Convenience Stores, the 
National Restaurant Association, 
American International Automobile 
Dealers Association, Family Research 
Council, the Black Chamber of Com-
merce—the list goes on and on. 

My point simply is that as we engage 
in this debate this week, the argu-
ments are going to be made, as they 
have been already, and the issue 
framed in a way by the Democrats 
that, again, this is somehow something 
which will benefit the superrich. As I 
noted, the superrich are the ones com-
ing out to say we don’t need to repeal 
this. The reason they say that is be-
cause they are not going to be paying 
it because they have at their disposal 
the lawyers and accountants and pro-
fessionals who can figure out a way to 
keep them from having to pay it. The 
people who get stuck paying the death 
tax in this country are the small 
farms, the ranch operations, the small 
businesses, the people who are just try-
ing to put together a little bit of eq-
uity, a little bit of assets that they can 
then pass on to the next generation and 
keep that family business growing and 
prospering. 

It just seems to me that as a matter 
of principle, death should not be a tax-
able event. We should not be taxing 
people throughout their entire lifetime 
on everything they earn, on everything 
they acquire, on everything they buy, 
and then when death rolls around say: 
We are going to take 50 percent of ev-
erything you have acquired during the 
course of your lifetime and give it to 
the Federal Government. And as I said, 
much of the cost associated with either 
collecting or complying with the death 
tax actually negates, I believe, the 
positive revenue benefit that comes 
into the Federal Treasury to start 
with. 

As I said earlier, I think you will find 
when this happens—and I hope it does 
happen because I hope we get the votes 
to pass it later this week—that you 
will see what happens with the death 
tax repeal is the same thing that hap-
pened when we reduced capital gains 
and dividend tax rates, and that is you 
will see more expansion, more invest-
ment, and actually more Federal reve-
nues coming into the Treasury, which 
has been the record with the capital 
gains and dividend tax reductions. 

I might again repeat, because I think 
it is worth noting and because it is an 
important part of the debate and the 
other side maybe will come over here 
and talk about how this will add to the 
deficit, how much this is going to cost 
the Government in terms of lost rev-
enue, how it is going to only benefit 
the superwealthy. Let’s remember 
again who is paying the tax, and let’s 
also remember again when we reduced 
capital gains and dividend tax rates, we 
got more Government revenue and not 
less. 

Let’s move forward. Let’s do some-
thing that has been on the agenda here 
for a very long time. Failure to act on 
the part of this Congress means that in 

the year 2010 going into 2011, these 
rates start kicking back in. We pro-
vided some temporary relief in pre-
vious tax bills. But if we don’t take ac-
tion to permanently address this issue, 
then people who pass on in the year 
2010 and beyond that rate are going to 
be paying on everything they pass on 
to their next generation; 55 percent is 
going to be taken by the Federal Gov-
ernment. 

It is an issue that needs to be ad-
dressed. It has been acted on in the 
House—not once but on multiple occa-
sions. In fact, the House voted last 
week on this total package which in-
cludes the death tax repeal. It also in-
cludes extension of some other tax re-
lief measures and an increase in the 
minimum wage. The vote coming out 
of the House was a fairly big bipartisan 
vote, with 34 Democrats in the House 
of Representatives voting with the ma-
jority of Republicans in the House to 
send it over to the Senate. We are faced 
right now with this vote on Friday on 
whether we are going to do something 
that will address once and for all this 
situation that the death tax creates for 
estates, for businesses, family farms 
and ranch operations going forward, 
whether we are going to address these 
other tax issues which also expire. 

I might add that in my State of 
South Dakota, there is one on this list 
that is extremely important to the peo-
ple I represent, and that is the State 
and local sales tax reduction. We are 
not an income tax State. We don’t have 
a personal or corporate income tax. We 
do have a sales tax. For a long time, 
people who paid State income tax got 
to deduct that on their Federal tax re-
turn. People who had sales tax and 
used the sales tax as basis for taxation 
were not able to take the same benefit. 
We changed that in 2003. That is set to 
expire. If we don’t do something to ex-
tend that tax relief, then people in my 
State of South Dakota and other 
States across this country who use the 
sales tax as their primary source of 
raising revenue to fund State govern-
ments are going to lose this deduction. 
That again creates an inequity between 
States that use the sales tax and those 
States that use the income tax to fund 
their governments. 

There are other things on this list as 
well—college tuition deduction, work 
opportunity tax credit, welfare to work 
tax credit, timber capital gains that 
are also on the list of taxes, tax rev-
enue that would be extended, teachers’ 
classroom expenses deduction, some-
thing a lot of teachers across this 
country have benefited from. 

My point very simply is these are all 
things included in this package. This is 
our one opportunity to get this vote. I 
think there are those on the other side 
who are hopeful they can take this 
down and then they will figure out a 
way to split these things off. But I 
think it is fair to say we have this one 
opportunity. We get one shot. We get 
one shot at providing some permanent 
death tax relief by extending these 

death tax relief measures that are set 
to expire, and we get one shot at an in-
crease in the minimum wage. 

I think if you look at this body and 
the way it works, there is a sort of 
sense of finding a consensus. It has 
been a long-time priority for our col-
leagues on the Democratic side to get 
an increase in the minimum wage. 
There is a phased increase in the min-
imum wage in this bill. 

There has been a long-term priority 
for those of us on this side to be able to 
provide some death tax relief for farm-
ers and ranchers and small businesses 
in this country. This bill accomplishes 
that. 

It is not a total repeal. As I said, I 
think it is a very modest approach. It 
goes to $5 million for an individual and 
$10 million for a couple, basically if 
you have a spouse, and it also uses 
after that amount the capital gains tax 
rate as a level of taxation up to $25 
million at which point it would be a 30- 
percent rate. 

So it is not a complete repeal. You 
are still going to capture the superrich 
who are going to pay the 30-percent 
rate because most of their estate assets 
are going to be well over the $25 mil-
lion threshold or limit. 

So this is a moderate, modest ap-
proach. It represents what this institu-
tion is about; that is, trying to bring 
both sides together, trying to figure 
out where that middle ground is and 
form a consensus around these issues. 
The minimum wage, as I said, is phased 
in. The estate tax death tax relief is 
phased in. It doesn’t happen overnight. 
It is phased in to get up to the $5 mil-
lion unified credit, or the exemption. 
And then these other tax extenders are 
something I think most Members here 
in the Senate on both sides at one time 
or another have supported and voted 
for. I would argue it is very important 
to many of their constituencies. 

Again, if you are a State such as my 
State of South Dakota that relies on 
State sales tax as your primary source 
of revenue to fund State government, 
extending the deductibility of that is a 
matter of fairness for those States that 
have income tax and, therefore, are 
able to deduct the State income taxes 
they pay. 

Again, it has been voted on in the 
House by a big bipartisan vote coming 
out of the House. 

This is an opportunity, I think, for 
this Senate to come together on a set 
of priorities which reflect, I think, the 
agendas of both sides. 

As he said, the minimum wage in-
crease is something that the Demo-
crats have been advocating for some 
time. I voted for a minimum wage in-
crease in the past coupled with small 
business tax relief. 

The estate tax—or death tax—relief 
is something our side has been actively 
working on for years. As a Member of 
the House, we voted numerous times on 
this and now as a Member of the Sen-
ate I will have that same opportunity. 

Of course, the extension of the other 
forms of tax relief are in this bill. We 
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get one shot. I hope Members on both 
sides will recognize what an incredible 
opportunity we have right now to ad-
dress this whole range of issues that 
have been languishing here for a long 
time, and do something that will be 
meaningful in terms of continuing to 
give our entrepreneurs in this country, 
small businesses, farm and ranch oper-
ations the opportunity to grow, to con-
tinue to build wealth, to create jobs, 
and to keep the economy strong. That 
is what this particular bill and what it 
contains is all about. 

Again, my hope is that at the end of 
the day we will see a good, strong, bi-
partisan vote in the Senate as we saw 
in the House of Representatives, and be 
able to send this on to the President 
where he can sign it into law and we 
can demonstrate to the people of this 
country that we are addressing the 
issues they care deeply about and, 
most importantly, I say to them the 
issue of the economy, and dealing with 
energy costs today with an energy bill, 
dealing with the death tax, dealing 
with the minimum wage, dealing with 
these other forms of tax relief are all 
things that have been on the agenda 
for some time. 

I believe we have an opportunity to 
get this done. I hope we can. 

I appreciate the work of my col-
leagues who have labored so diligently 
to get this far in the process, to get it 
on the floor for a vote. I hope when Fri-
day rolls around and we have this vote 
that we will have the 60 votes nec-
essary to move forward and to get this 
done once and for all. 

I yield the floor. 
f 

HONORING OUR ARMED FORCES 

ARMY CORPORAL NATHANIEL S. BAUGHMAN 
Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I rise 

today with a heavy heart and deep 
sense of gratitude to honor the life of a 
brave young man from Idaville. Na-
thaniel S. Baughman, 23 years old, was 
killed on July 17th by rocket-propelled 
grenades while on duty in Bayji, Iraq. 
Nate risked everything to fight for the 
values Americans hold close to our 
hearts, in a land halfway around the 
world. 

Baughman enlisted in the Army Na-
tional Guard last spring and shortly 
after was deployed to Iraq. He was on 
his last mission when he was killed and 
was due to return home to Indiana in a 
few weeks. Baughman was remembered 
by his mother, Jill Baughman, who 
told a local news outlet, ‘‘He was a 
good dad, a great father. He was a hard 
worker who believed in what he was 
doing. We’re proud of what he did for 
us, very proud of him.’’ Nate was a 2001 
graduate of Twin Lakes High School. 
He was married 2 years ago and had a 
son, Hunter, 4. 

Nate was killed while serving his 
country in Operation Iraqi Freedom. 
He was assigned to 1st Battalion, 187th 
Infantry Regiment, 3rd Brigade Com-
bat Team, 101st Airborne Division out 
of Fort Campbell, KY. This brave sol-

dier leaves behind his parents, Robert 
and Jill Baughman and Andy Skorup; 
twin brother Nick Skorup and brothers 
Ben, Joseph and Christopher 
Baughman; his wife Erin; son Hunter 
and Hunter’s mother Amanda Conrad. 

Today, I join Nate’s family and 
friends in mourning his death. While 
we struggle to bear our sorrow over 
this loss, we can also take pride in the 
example he set, bravely fighting to 
make the world a safer place. It is his 
courage and strength of character that 
people will remember when they think 
of Nate, a memory that will burn 
brightly during these continuing days 
of conflict and grief. 

Nate was known for his dedication to 
his family and his love of country. 
Today and always, Nate will be remem-
bered by family members, friends and 
fellow Hoosiers as a true American 
hero, and we honor the sacrifice he 
made while dutifully serving his coun-
try. 

As I search for words to do justice in 
honoring Nate’s sacrifice, I am re-
minded of President Lincoln’s remarks 
as he addressed the families of the fall-
en soldiers in Gettysburg: ‘‘We cannot 
dedicate, we cannot consecrate, we 
cannot hallow this ground. The brave 
men, living and dead, who struggled 
here, have consecrated it, far above our 
poor power to add or detract. The 
world will little note nor long remem-
ber what we say here, but it can never 
forget what they did here.’’ This state-
ment is just as true today as it was 
nearly 150 years ago, as I am certain 
that the impact of Nate’s actions will 
live on far longer that any record of 
these words. 

It is my sad duty to enter the name 
of Nathaniel S. Baughman in the offi-
cial record of the U.S. Senate for his 
service to this country and for his pro-
found commitment to freedom, democ-
racy and peace. When I think about 
this just cause in which we are en-
gaged, and the unfortunate pain that 
comes with the loss of our heroes, I 
hope that families like Nate’s can find 
comfort in the words of the prophet 
Isaiah who said, ‘‘He will swallow up 
death in victory; and the Lord God will 
wipe away tears from off all faces.’’ 

May God grant strength and peace to 
those who mourn, and may God be with 
all of you, as I know He is with Nate. 

f 

LOCAL LAW ENFORCEMENT 
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 2005 

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak about the need for hate 
crimes legislation. Each Congress, Sen-
ator KENNEDY and I introduce hate 
crimes legislation that would add new 
categories to current hate crimes law, 
sending a signal that violence of any 
kind is unacceptable in our society. 
Likewise, each Congress I have come to 
the floor to highlight a separate hate 
crime that has occurred in our coun-
try. 

On July 29, 2006, in San Diego, CA, 
three men were beaten at the end of a 

gay pride festival. As the three men 
were returning home, a group of men 
attacked them with baseball bats and 
knives. During the attack, the assail-
ant yelled anti-gay insults at the vic-
tims. One of the victims remains hos-
pitalized with a fractured skull while 
another victim suffered from multiple 
stab wounds. Police are investigating 
this as a hate crime. 

I believe that the government’s first 
duty is to defend its citizens, to defend 
them against the harms that come out 
of hate. The Local Law Enforcement 
Enhancement Act is a symbol that can 
become substance. I believe that by 
passing this legislation and changing 
current law, we can change hearts and 
minds as well. 

f 

CRISIS IN LEBANON 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, since 
July 12th we have watched with grow-
ing horror as hundreds of Hezbollah 
rockets have landed deeper and deeper 
inside Israel, indiscriminately killing 
and injuring civilians, and Israeli 
bombs, missiles and artillery shells 
have destroyed much of the civilian in-
frastructure in areas of Beirut and 
southern Lebanon. 

Some 550 Lebanese have died, the 
vast majority of them civilians, and an 
estimated 866,000 one in five Lebanese 
citizens have fled their homes and are 
either displaced in Lebanon, living in 
schools and public buildings, or as refu-
gees in Syria. Fifty Israelis have died, 
and in Haifa and other towns in the 
north many families are living in ter-
ror in basements or shelters. 

Meanwhile, three Israeli soldiers re-
main as hostages and their families re-
main in anguish hostages held in viola-
tion of the Geneva Conventions and 
every other international norm. In an-
other sense, Hezbollah and its sup-
porters Syria and Iran are holding the 
entire population of Lebanon hostage. 

Of the 26,000 American citizens who 
were living in or visiting Lebanon 
when this crisis began, more than 
12,000 have been evacuated, and the ex-
odus continues. The cost to the U.S. 
Government of this air and sea lift is 
expected to be at least $46 million. 

The evacuation took too long to get 
started, and the delay and confusion 
caused a lot of frustration and anxiety 
among Americans in Lebanon as well 
as their families back home. 

As after Hurricane Katrina, I hope 
the administration has learned some-
thing from this experience. At the 
same time, I want to commend the 
State Department employees and U.S. 
military personnel who worked around 
the clock to help Americans who were 
trapped in Lebanon find a way out. 

The unprovoked, indiscriminate and 
utterly inexcusable kidnapping of 
Israeli soldiers and rocket attacks by 
Hezbollah should be universally con-
demned. Those who ordered it should 
be brought to justice. It has ignited a 
conflict that Hezbollah cannot win but 
which could engulf the region if a way 
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